INTRODUCTION
The mating behaviour of the Mongolian gerbil resembles that of other rodents in its essentials (Stone, 1922; Louttit, 1927; Reed & Reed, 1946; Wimer & Fuller, 1966 ; Kuehn & Zucker, 1966) . A series of mounts with intromissions culminates in ejaculation, which is followed by a period of grooming and sexual refractoriness. As is frequently the case with a new experimental animal, a number of disparate studies (Gordon & Cekleniak, 1960; Winkelmann & Getz, 1962; Walters, Pearl & Rogers, 1963) has preceded the basic research on the oestrous cycle. Various methods have been used in previous research on rodent cycles: continuous or systematic pairing with the male, elicitation of the copulatory response (lordosis) by fingering, the activity wheel, and examina¬ tion of vaginal cells obtained either by means of a swab or by lavage. Marston & Chang (1965) Elicitation of lordosis by fingering or some variation thereof was totally unreliable as an indicator of female receptivity. Females would often fail to respond to fingering just after displaying consistent lordosis in response to the male. Since mating was interrupted in order to avoid pregnancy or pseudo¬ pregnancy, the copulation plug method of detecting receptivity was useless.
DISCUSSION
The typical sequence of the cell types found in the vaginal smears was the same as that reported by Marston & Chang (1965) for the Mongolian gerbil. This successive dominance of leucocytes, nucleated epithelial cells, and cornified cells had been reported in other murid rodents: rat (Long & Evans, 1922) ; golden hamster (Kupperman, 1944) ; gerbils Tatera brantsi (A. Smith) and Tatera afra (Gray) (Measroch, 1954) ; and mouse (Bronson, Dagg & Snell, 1966) . The same succession was also found in the guinea-pig (Selle, 1922) . The clear group¬ ing of intervals between oestrous periods suggests that the cycle is 4 to 6 days long, and that the intervals of 14 to 18 days probably represent pseudopreg¬ nancies. They compare favourably with those found for pseudopregnancies in the rat (Wang, 1923) , the mouse (Deanesly, 1930) and the golden hamster (Deanesly, 1938) , and with that mentioned by Marston & Chang (1965) for the gerbil. It is likely, on the basis of studies on the rat, both of pseudopregnancy (Ball, 1934) and ofstimulation necessary for successful pregnancy (Wilson, Adler & LeBoeuf, 1965) , that the cause of these probable pseudopregnancies was not the few intromissions permitted in mating, but rather faulty technique in the lavage procedure, causing occasional cervical stimulation. There was no testing for deciduomata formation.
In studies involving gerbil mating behaviour, the best period for detection of behavioural oestrus on a 05.00 to 17.00 hours' light schedule would be 18.00 to 20.00 hours. Females receptive in the morning would be still in heat, and those beginning in the early or mid-afternoon would also be receptive. Marston & Chang (1965) described a similar situation in their gerbils. In daily inspections at 09.00 hours and 17.00 hours, with lights from 07.00 to 19.00 hours, they observed 69% of the known matings at 17.00 hours, and the rest were deduced from broken spermatozoa found at 09.00 hours on the following day. A few matings were observed as early as 13.00 hours. Ovulation occurred by midnight in most females.
The data suggest that the period of receptivity in the gerbil begins slightly earlier in the light period than it does in most rodents (Bruce & Hindle, 1934; Ball, 1937; Snell, Fekete, Hummel & Law, 1940; Marston & Chang, 1966) , but
